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COVER SHEET

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
PROPOSED CLOSURE OF LOS ANGELES AIR FORCE BASE,
CALIFORNIA cval yolocation ok 5515

Responsible Agency: U.S. Air Force

Proposed Action: Closure of Los Angeles Air Force Base (AFB), California, and Relocation
of Headquarters Space Systems Division (HQ SSD) ¢/ ,n e ot '

q P y ( Q ¢ /J/()}g/l_r t p.,a?cbki- P ~
Written comments and inquiries on this document should be received by TBS and directed to:
Director of Environmental Planning, AFRCE-BMS/DEP, Norton AFB, San Bernardino,
California 92409-6448.

Designation: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)

Abstract: During the late summer of 1989, the Air Force began a thorough review of its force

structure, property, and facility requirements needed to support national security policy and ‘

. . : . . yewr T¢
future fiscal realities. . As a result of this review process, the Secretary of Defense, on L :Ei( (,'
— LT <

29 January 1990, announced his proposal to close or realign a number of military bases. | Los ;ﬁ?ﬁ;ﬁ .
Angeles AFB, California, has been identified as a candidate for closure in conjunction with x
the proposed relocation of HQ SSD and appropriate supporting units to Vandenberg AFB, e
California. [Pzior to closure decisions, studies of strategic, operational, budgetary, fiscal, — o
environmental, and local economic consequences are required under Title 10 USC 26@‘{
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the results of the
environmental study are described in this DEIS, which includes analyses of community

setting, land use and aesthetics, transportation, utilities, hazardous materials, geology and

soils, water resources, air quality, noise, biological resources, and cultural and paleontological

resources. As alternatives, the DEIS also analyzes the impacts of relocating HQ SSD and its
support units to March AFB, California; Falcon and Peterson AFBs, Colorado; or Kirtland
AFB, New Mexico. Additionally, the DEIS considers the environmental/i@&cts associated ol
with the relocation of only portions of HQ SSD to Vandenberg, March,@n,\ Pe?ﬁt@ or Vekp oo &F6 5
Kirtland AFBs, as well as the no action alternative. If a decision is made to close Los Angeles
AFB, asecond EIS will be prepared to cover the final disposition/reuse of the excess property.
After base closure, but prior to final decisions on reuse, a caretaker force would be
established to provide maintenance of buildings, grounds, and essential utility systems, and

to restrict access to the base.
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SUMMARY

PURPOSE AND NEED

The Air Force in late summer 1989 began a thorough review of its force structure, property, and
facility requirements needed to support national security policy and future fiscal realities. As a result
of this review process, the Secretary of Defense, on 29 January 1990, announced his proposal to close
or realign a number of military bases. Los Angeles Air Force Base (AFB), California, the host base
for the Air Force Systems Command’s Space Systems Division (SSD-LA), and SSD’s Ballistic Missile
Organization (BMO) in San Bernardino, California (SSD-SB) have been identified as candidates for
,;q]psmé. In addition, the relocation of SSD and appropriate supporting units to selected Air Force
~ installations was also recommeded for study. Potential SSD relocation bases include Vandenberg AFB,
California; March AFB, California; Peterson AFB/Falcon AFB, Colorado; and Kirtland AFB, New

Mexico.

i ﬁ;’l‘(j,‘ll,‘ 1_\( L (’\/ﬂ .\(* Y:(,e\ "-‘W - ,(m() ) v
. , : '7
“\'Prior to closure decisions, studies of strategic, operational, budgetary, fiscal, environmental, and localt!
T s T T - 0..———--’_'_-”
economic consequences are required under Title 10 USC 2687. .In accordance with the National | Orap A
—— i l
nvironmental Policy Act (NEPA), the results of the environmental study are described in this Draft .

nvironmental Impact Statement (DEIS). T

" .As alternatives, the DEIS also analyzes the impacts of a partial relocation of SSD operations (ranging
from 1,000 to 7,500 personnel) to Yandenberg AFB, March AFB, Peterson AFB/Falcon AFB, and/or
Kirtland AFB. Partial relocation of SSD functional units could result in a partial closure of some
areas of Los Angeles AFB, and complete or no closure of BMO facilities in San Bernardino.

If a decision is made to close Los Angeles AFB, a second EIS will be prepared to cover the final
disposition/reuse of the excess property. After base closure, but prior to final decisions on reuse, a
caretaker force would be established to provide maintenance of buildings, grounds, and essential
utility systems, and to restrict access to the base.

S-1




between 14 March 1990 and 24 May 1990 in El Segundo, California; Colorado Springs, Colorado;
Lompoc, California; Riverside, California; Albuquerque, New Mexico; and San Bernardino,
California. These meetings were conducted to solicit public comments and to identify environmental
concerns related to the possible closure actictis. Comments were also invited on the environmental
issues that should be analyzed in subsequent studies on the final disposition/reuse of base properties.
The scope of study for this EIS was based on the results of the public scoping process, discussions
with public officials, past experience with programs of a similar nature, and the requirements of the
NEPA.

— T ~~——‘~-~}
r According to the Council on Environmental Quality regulations for implementing NEPA, "The NEPA |

process is intended to help public officials make decisions that are based on understanding
environmental consequences, and take actions that protect, restore, and enhance the environminL
(40 CFR 1500.1 ),ﬁ;;focus of this EIS is, therefore, on evaluation of impacts to the environment
associated with the proposed action and its alternatives. In order to provide the context in which
impacts to the environment may occur, discussions of potential changes to local community settings,
land use and aesthetics, transportation, and community and public utility services are included in the
EIS. In addition, issues related to current and future management of hazardous materials are
discussed. Impacts to the natural or physical environment are evaluated for the following resource
categories: geology and soils, water resources, air quality, noise, biological resources, and cultural and
paleontological resources. These impacts may occur as a direct result of base closure or relocation
actions or as an indirect result of changes to the community or changes in hazardous material

management practices.

-~-CHANGES TO THE LOCAL COMMUNITIES
Arfegren communities:

——Base-closure and relocation-actions would-eause changes in the local support communities.-

BCL-SUM
05/21/90
SCOPE OF STUDY
The Air Force initiated the scoping process on 9 February 1990 with the publication in the Federal
Register of Notices of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS to address impacts of the proposed closure of
Los Angeles AFB and relocation of Space Systems Division. Public scoping meetings were held
$-2 I
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LOS ANGELES AFB, CALIFORNIA ;

Commmnery-Seming. For the Proposed Action, it is estimated that the total closure of Los Angeles AFB

paede
would resuit in a reduction of approximately $460 million in personal income and about $1,128 '

million in total spending. These changes are expected to result in the loss of a total of approximateiy ]

15,800 direct and secondary jobs. Total projected population outmigration would be about 14,000.
J—

It has been estimated that the housing vacancy rate in the communities surrounding Los Angeles AFB X

would increase from about 3.4 percent to 3.5 percent. Los Angeles County Schools could lose about K

1,350 students, a very small decrease in total enrollment.

For the alternative action involving partial closure of Los Angeles AFB, these effects would be

proportionally reduced.

Land Use and Aesthetics. Although housing vacancies could increase slightly, the current rate of growth
in the area would quickly offset these changes. Local land use patterns and zoning policies would not

change. Any land use changes would probably be in the context of reuse and development plans.

Transportation. Vehicle traffic in the vicinity of the base gates would decrease by about 3 percent
during peak traffic hours and less than | percent overall. This would contribute to slight reductions

in noise levels and air pollution emissions on and near the base.

Utilities. Base closure would also decrease demand for potable water, wastewater, natural gas, and
electrical utilities. These changes are not expected to have any significant effects of local air or water
quality.

el TIE®
BALLISTIC MISSILE ORGANIZATIOI% SAN BERNARDINO, CALIFORNIA

IBS
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VANDENBERG AFB, CALIFORNIA

Community Setting. It is estimated that the total relocation of SSD-LA and SSD-SB functional units
to Vandenberg AFB, located in Santa Barbara County, would result in an increase in employment of
approximately 14,600, iﬁluding 7,600 direct and 7,000 secondary jobs for the proposed action.

Personi! income in the county is projected to increase by approximately $380 million, and total
spending by atout $970 million. Total projected population inmigration would be approximately
17,100 over the three year period 1993 to 1996. For the alternative action, involving partial relocation

of SSD activities, these effects would be proportionally reduced.

For the proposed action, a-. proximately 5,500 of fbase housing units would be required to support SSD
military and civilian personnel during program operations. This demand represents about four
percent of the housing stock in Santa Barbara County. With a current vacancv rate of 3 percent,

substantial new residential development would be required in the Lompoc and Santa Maria area.

As a result of the riggosed action, public school enrollments in Santa Barbara County would increase
z
by an estimated );4'60 students. This represents an increase of 6 percent over baseline projections,

and would require additional facilities.

Land Use and Aesthetics. The proposed action would result in residential development requirements
in Lompoc and Santa Maria that are considerably beyond their planned growth rate. Additional

developable residential land requirements may necessitate modification of existing general plans.

Transportation. For the proposed action, vehicle traffic in the vicinity of the base gates would increase
by about 50 percent during peak traffic hours and about 10 percent overall. This would contribute

to considerable increases in noise levels and air pollution emissions in the vicinity of the base.

Utilidies. The proposed total relocation to Vandenberg AFB would increase demand for potable water,
wastewater, natural gas, and electrical utilities. Existing and planned facility capacities can
accommodate these service increases. The current shortage of adequate potable water supplies could
affect the rate of development of new residential areas near the base. These changes are not expected

to have any significant effects on local air or water quality.

S-4
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MARCH AFB, CALIFORNIA

Community Setting. It is estimated that the total relocation of SSD-LA and SSD-SB functional units
to March AFB, located in Riverside County, would result in an increase in employment of
approximately 15,200, inluding 7,600 direct and 7,600 secondary jobs for the proposed action.

Personal income in the county is projected to increase by approximately $385 million, and total
spending by about $977 million. Total projected population inmigration would be approximately
13,9C0 over the three year period 1993 to 1996. For the alternative action, involving partial relocation
of SSD activities, these effects would be proportionally reduced.

For the proposed action, approximately 5,900 offbase housing units would be required to support SSD
military and civilian personnel during program operations. This demand could be accommodated by

existing vacancies #nd planned development in Riverside and San Bernardino counties.

As a result of the proposed action, public school enrollments in Riverside County would increase by
an estimated 2,000 students. This represents an increase of 0.5 percent over baseline projections, and

would be accommodated by existing and planned facilities.

Land Use and Aesthetics. No modifications of current o: planned land use would be required for the
proposed action.

Transportation. For the proposed action, vehicle traffic in the vicinity of the base gates would increase
by about 50 percent during peak traffic hours and about 10 percent overall. This would contribute

to considerable increases in noise levels and air pollution emissions in the vicinity of the base.

Utilities. The proposed total relocation to March AFB would increase demand for potable water,
wastewater, natural gas, and electrical utilities. Existing and planned facility capacities can
accommodate these increases. These changes are not expected to have any significant effects on local
air or water quality.
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PETERSON AFB/FALCON AFB, COLORADO

Community Setting. It is estimated that the total relocation of SSD-LA and SSD-SB functional units
to Peterson AFB/F‘!&I RFB located in El Paso County, would result in an increase in employment
of approximately 14 200, mcludmg 7,600 direct and 6,600 secondary jobs for the proposed action.
Personal income in the county ls\pro,)ected to increase by approximately $360 million, and total
spending by about $800 million. Total projected population inmigration would be approximately
17,100 over the three year period 1993 to 1996. For the alternative action, involving partial relocation
of SSD activities, these effects would be proportionally reduced.

For the proposed action, approximately 6,318 offbase housing units would be required to support SSD
military and civilian personnel during program operations. This demand could be accommodated by

existing vacancies and planned development in the Colorado Springs area.

As a result of the proposed action, public school enrollments in E1 Paso County would increase by an
estimated 2,400 students. Existing and planned facilities within the school system will be able to

accommodate this increase,
Land Use. No modifications of current or planned land use would be required for the proposed action.

Transportation. For the proposed action, vehicle traffic in the vicinity of the base gates would increase
by about 50 percent during peak traffic hours and about 10 percent overall. This would contribute

to considerable increases in noise levels and air pollution emissions in the vicinity of the base.

Utllities. The proposed total relocation to Peterson AFB/Falcon AFB would increase demand for
potable water, wastewater, natural gas, and electrical utilities. Existing and planned facility capacities
can accommodate these service increases. These changes are not expected to have any significant
effects on local air or water quality.
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KIRTLAND AFB, NEW MEXICO

Community Setting. It is,éstimated that the total relocation of SSD-LA and SSD-SB functional units
to Kirtland AFB, loq‘éted in Bernalillo County, would result in an increase in employment of
approximately 14, 106 mludmg 7,600 direct and 6,500 secoﬂdary jobs for the proposed action.
Personal incoméin the county i \S\prejected to increase by approximately $360 million, and total
spending by about $600 million. Total projected population inmigration would be approximately
17,100 over the three year period 1993 to 1996. For the alternative action, involving partial relocation
of SSD activities, these effects would be proportionally reduced.

For the proposed action, approximately 6,000 permanent housing units would be required offbase to
support SSD military and civilian personnel during program operations. This demand can be

accommodated by existing vacant units and planned development in the Albuquerque area.

As a result of the proposed action, public school enrollments in Bernalillo County would increase by
an estimated 2,400 students. Existing school facilities would be able to accommodate these additional
students.

Land Use. No modifications of current or planned land use would be required for the proposed action.

Transportation. For the proposed action, vehicle traffic in the vicinity of the base gates would increase
by about 50 percent during peak traffic hours and about 10 percent overall. This would contribute

to considerable increases in noise levels and air pollution emissions in the vicinity of the base.

Utilities. The proposed total relocation to Kirtland AFB would increase demand for potable water,
wastewater, natural gas, and electrical utilities. Existing and planned facility capacities can
accommodate these service increases. These changes are not expected to have any significant effects
on local air or water quality.
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. )(, HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

g -

All hazardous materials and waste used or generated by Los Angeles AFB would be properly disposed \
. . . . . . |
of and all residual contamination would be remediated in accordance with an Environmental

\

Protection Agency Resource Conservation and Recovery Act-approved closure plan.

all hazardous materials and waste used or generated by SSD activities.
‘\\,\_/- \._——-——"J
IMPACTS TO THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

|
I
|
The hazardous waste management plan developed at potential relocation bases would be applied to \
|

Impacts to the physical environment associated with closure of Los Angeles AFB or SSD-San

Bernardino are summarized in Table S1. Impacts to the physical environment associated with

relocation actions are summarized in Table S2. Under the no action alternative, both Los Angeles
AFB and SSD-San Bernardino would remain active. This alternative would not alleviate growing

fiscal constraints or allow the necessary streamlining of strategic forces. The no action alternative is
not expected to result in any significant environmental consequences.
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Table S1
Impacts to the Physical Environment
Associated with Base Closure Actions
Im B losur
Space Systems Division-
Resource Category Los Angeles AFB San Bernardino

Geology and Soils

Water Resources

Air Quality

Noise

Biological Resources

Cultural and
Paleontological Resources

® No effect on geology or
available mineral resources.
Future soil contamination and au

erosion would be avoided. Qt

® Slight decreased demand on
local water supply.

® Reduced potential for onbase .
surface water and groundwater .k
contamination from future
hazardous waste handling. _

@ Reduced émissions from motor

vehicles and laboratory operations e T
would result in pegligible PR .

reductions of various contaminants
in Los Angeles County.

@ Slightly reduced traffic noise.

® No effects on vegetation or wildlife.

® No threatened or endangered
species would be adversely
affected.

® The status of historic structures at
Fort MacArthur would not be affected
by the action.

® No prehistoric or paleontological
resources would be affected.
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Impacts to the Physical Environment
Associated with Relocation Actions

Resource
Category

- ______ _______________ __ _— _— ———— — — — ———— """

Impacts of Relocation

Vandenberg AFB

Kirtland AFB

Geology and
Soils

Water
Resources

Air Quality

Noise

Biological
Resources

Cultural and
Paleontological
Resources

No significant geologic hazards
are known to occur. 7
Soil losses from erosion ”cguld be
significant if approprnate
mitigation measures are not
taken.

Impacts to groundwater resources
would be significant unless the
Coastal Canal from the California
Aqueduct is constructed.

No surface water features would
be affected.
i -

Impacts to air quality are not
considered significant.

Noise impacts from construction
activities and increased vehicular
traffic are not considered
significant.

Impacts to vegetation would not
be significant unless housing site
2 is selected. If housing site 2 is
selected, 155 acres of Burton
Mesa chaparral, a sage plant
community, would be disturbed.
No significant impacts to wildlife
or wetlands are expected.

No significant impacts to cultural
or paleontological resources are
anticipated.

No significant geologic hazards
are known to occur. - .
Soil losses from erosion ‘g&:ld be
significant if appropriate
mitigation measures are not
taken,

Groundwater resources would not
be significantly affected.

No surface water features would
be affected.

Short-term construction-related
air quality impacts are not
considered significant.

Long-term CO emissions are
considered significant because of
the nonattainment status of the
area.

Short-term construction noise
impacts are considered significant
at Sites 1A and 1B because of the
proximity to residential areas, but
not significant at Site 2,

Preliminary studies indicate that
impacts to vegetation and wildlife
will not be significant; however,
conducted-te-confirnrthis
<onclusion, ,

No wetlands are known to exist on
Sites 1A, 1B, or 1C; some may
exist on Site 2.

Some NRHP-eligible prehistoric
sites may be affected at Site 1A.

Cultural resource impacts are not
expected to be significant at Sites
1B or 2.

Some important paleontological
features occur in the area.
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Impacts to the Physical Environment
Assoclated with Relocation Actions

Resource
Category

Impacts of Relocation

March AFB

Peterson AFB/
Falcon AFB

Geology and
Soils

Water
Resources

Air Quality

Noise

Biological
Resources

Cultural and
Paleontological
Resources

o Soil loss from erosion during the

construction periode
significant if appropriate
mitigation measures are not
taken.

® No significant geologic hazards
are kn%to occur.

® No signif icant impacts to

groundwater or surface water(@

antici atea).
-apticipatec

® Short-term-egnstruction-related
impacts are not considered
significant.

® The THC criterion would be
exceeded during the operations
phase, necessitating additional air
quality analyses.

T,

® Increased in vehicular noise are

not considered significant. ~—

/
® The Steven’s kangaroo rat may7

be significantly affected,™
e Four sensitive bird species may be

affected. ~.
® No sensitive plants or wetlands are

N expec_ged to be affected. -

® No significant impacts to cultural
or paleontological resources are
expected.

Soil loss from erosion ing the
construction period could

. o que . “\r‘*
significant if appropriate
mitigation measures are not
taken.
No significant geologic hazards
are knownto occur.

Some impact to overdraft of
groundwater resources is
anticipated.™

No significant surface water

impacts are anticipated.

Air quality impacts from
construction are not considered
significant,

Long-term CO impacts from
vehicular emissions are
considered significant at Peterson
AFB, but not significant at
Falcon AFB.

Increases in vehicular noise are
not considered significant.

Biological resources will be
surveyed in the spring.

Impacts to historic or prehistoric
resources are not expected to be
significant at either Falcon AFB
or Peterson AFB; however,
additional surveys will be
performed in the spring.
Important paleontological features
occur in the area; it is not known
if any would be disturbed.
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1.0 PURPOSE,{)AND NEED FOR ACTION

1.1 INTRODUCTION

The Department of Defense (DOD) has a continuing policy to identify facilities, property and
installations that are no longer essential to support current or programmed force structure. The Air
Force in late summer 1989 began a thorough review of its force structure, propegty and facility
requirements needed to support national security policy and future fiscal gaﬁhe)s" As the Air Force
went through the process of determining how best to scale its assets to the threat environment and
fiscal constraints, it found that existing Air Force property use is not always maximized. ¥a-addition,
the perceived reduction of the Soviet military threat has provided the opportunity to consider scaling
down United States military force structure. |As a result, the Secretary of Defense, on 29 January
1990, announced j:'s’proposal to close or realign a number of military bases. | Los Angeles Air Force
Base (AFB), the host base for the Air Force Systems Command’s Space Systems Division (SSD-LA)
and SSD’s Ballistic Missile Organization in San Bernardino, California (SSD-SB) have been identified
as candidates for closure. In addition, the relocation of SSD-LA and SSD-SB and a;)propriate
supporting units to selected Ai~r Force bases was also proposed. Potential relocation bases include
Vandenberg AFB, California; March AFB, California; Peterson AFB/Falcon AFB, Colorado; and
Kirtland AFB, New Mexico.

Currently, many government civilian employees at Los Angeles AFB and most military personnel not
in base housing are subjected to inflated housing costs. Government civilian employees cannot
presently be compensated adequately to work in the area under existing pay plans. As a result,
military and civilian employees suffer financial hardships in comparison to their peers assigned to
other locations. This has created difficulty in retaining and filling many civilian positions at Los
Angeles AFB, particularly in the lower pay grades such as clerical help, commissary cashiers, and
child care providers. The mission capability of SSD is also affected by the lengthy commutes of many
civilian and some military employees, which can extend to four hours each day, because of the lack
of affordable housing in the immediate area of Los Angeles AFB. These factors detract from the goal
of producing a professional management team for future space systems development. This situation

will continue unless civilian pay is improved through locality or other incentive pay plans, additional
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military housing is provided, a lower cost location is found, or the current Los Angeles AFB operation
is scaled back to fit existing facilities.

The mission of SSD is to plan, program, and manage acquisition of space systems, subsystems, support
equipment, and related hardware and software; provide for the maintenance, construction, or
alteration of launch, tracking, and support facilities; conduct advanced development for launch
technology programs to support future space missions; provide for launch and flight test support of
major DOD programs and those of other federal agencies; perform the functions of launch, on-orbit
satellite tracking, data acquisition, and command and control of DOD satellites; and discharge Air
Force responsibilities for designated Air Force, DOD, and international space programs. With the
implementation of the new Program Executive Officer (PEO) initiative of the Defense Management
Review (DMR), SSD will also host and provide acquisition support of the PEO for Space and his six
major acquisition programs: Defense Support Program System Program Office (SPO), Defense
Satellite Communications SPQO, Defense Meteorological Satellite SPO, Titan SPO, and the Global
Positioning Satellite and MILSTAR Joint Program Offices (JPOs).

AN

The Air Force will address closure and realignment options for Los Angeles AFB and SSD-SB along
with the strategic, operational, budgetary, fiscal, environmental, and local economic consequences of
the proposed and alternative actions as required by Title 10 USC 2687. In accordance with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the decision on whether or not to proceed with the
closure and realignment of Los Angeles AFB will not be made without an analysis of the
environmental consequences of the proposal. -As-part-of-thisenvirenmentaistudy-procen, “the Air
Force m Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to assess the potential environmental
impacts of the possible closure and realignment of Los Angeles AFB and SSD-SB. If a decision is
made to close either facility, a second EIS will be completed to cover the final disposition/reuse of
the excess property. During the period this base is closed and decision for its reuse is finalized, a
caretaker force will be established to provide several services, i.e., sufficient maintenance to prevent
deterioration of buildings, minimal maintenance of grounds, maintenance of essential utility systems,
and restriction of access to the base.

!
\»A\DD';T\QM " Dacasions 0 be made (W:ud’)
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DECISIONS-ZOBIEMADE:
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THERESPONSIDEE-OFFICHAET-MUST DECIDE WMETMER

e

&

APPROPRIATE UNITS TO EITHER VANDENBERG, PETERSON/FALCON,

° TO CLOSE LAAFB AND RELOCATE SSD (TO INCLUDE BMQO) AND J
MARCH, OR KIRTLAND, OR i

° TO CLOSE PORTIONS OF LAAFB AND (RELOCATE PORTIONS) OF SSD TO
EITHER VANDENBERG, PETERSON/FALCON, MARCH, KIRTLAND, OR

] KEEP LAAFB OPEN AND ALLOW SSD TO REMAIN AT LAAFB.




FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY

BCL-1
05/21/90

1.2 SCOPING PROCESS

The Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing the NEPA require an early
and open process for determining the scope of issues related to the proposed action. The Air Force
initiated this process with the publication of Notices of Intent to prepare an EIS for the closure action
in the Federal Register on 9 February 1990. Soon after, written requests were sent to the responsible
federal, state, and local agencies to submit their concerns and issues to be analyzed in the EIS to the
Air Force. Five public scoping meetings for the EIS addressing the proposed closure of Los Angeles
AFB and relocation of SSD to %ﬁdenb%&er Air Force installation/ were conducted
between 14 March and 24 May 1990. These meetings were held in the host communities for each base
including El Segundo, California for Los Angeles AFB; Lompoc, California for Vandenberg AFB;
Riverside, California for March AFB; Colorado Springs, Colorado for Peterson AFB and Falcon AFB;
and, Albuquerque, New Mexico for Kirtland AFB. Table 1.2-1 provides a record of the Scoping
Meetings for each base, including the meeting locations, dates, panel members, number of attendees,

and number of persons who made statements.

1.2.1 Summary of Scoping Issues

EADL)(T: ca e pa, &-2Z, - W

The following issues and concerns were identified either at scoping meetings or in written statements
received before or after the meeting. Comments that are related to environmental issues for each

location are presented below.

Los Angeles AFB. Public statements were made at the Los Angeles AFB meeting by representatives of
the City of El Segundo, the El Segundo and San Pedro Chambers of Commerce, the Aerospace
Corporation, and members of the general public. These statements were generally in opposition to
the move, emphasizing the adverse economic impacts that would result from the proposed base
closure. It was suggested that an evaluation of socioeconomic impacts be included in the EIS. One
statement was made requesting that additional Scoping Meetings be held in other towns surrounding
the base including Hawthorne, Del-Air and Hollyglen. Additional comments were made stating that
the Air Force Base and personnel were good neighbors and made a significant contribution to the
quality of life in the community.

1-3
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The following issues or comments were provided either at the scoping meeting for proposed closure

of Los Angeles AFB or in written statements received before or after the meeting:

The effect of closure on traffic congestion in the area;

° The high cost of housing in the Los Angeles area;
The presence of SSD in the Los Angeles area supports Hughes, TRW, Rockwell,
Northrop, and McDonnell Douglas;

4
® Reluctance of ﬁz)ﬂvernmem employees and contract support people to move;
] The officers and their families greatly contribute to the community, and strongly

support the businesses in the South Bay area;

° The new military housing is a considerable investment;

° The direct and secondary impacts on the community from the loss of $110 million of
military payroll;

® The significance of base closure on support contract expenditures made by the Air
Force in the South Bay area;

° The loss of $362 million in goods and services generated annually by the presence of
the Air Force; and

) The potential uses for Los Angeles AFB after such a relocation.

Vandenberg AFB. At the Vandenberg AFB meeting, statements were made by representatives of the
County of Santa Barbara, and several local associations and private citizens. While several speakers
spoke in favor of the relocation of SSD to Vandenberg AFB, noting the economic benefits to the area,
others identified environmental concerns to be considered in the EIS including schools, housing,
hospitals, airport capacity, water, traffic, sanitary systems, landfills, prime soils, sensitive habitats,

and air quality. Cumulative effects of developments at Bixby Ranch were also mentioned.

The following issues or comments were provided either at the scoping meeting for the proposed

relocation of SSD to Vandenberg AFB or in written statements received before or after the meeting:

[ Increased offbase housing could cause a loss of agricultural land with prime
soil;
® The critical water shortage;
1-5
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The use of the Pacific Ocean as a water resource;
Growth-inducing impacts on the region’s limited resources;
The Burton-Mesa Chaparral on and around Vandenberg AFB;
Santa Barbara and Santa Maria Airport capacity;

® & & o o

Impacts on the roadways in Lompoc and Orcutt, Highway 1, Highway 135,
and Bradley Road;
Impacts on sewer capacity in Orcutt and Lompoc;

Impacts on landfill problems in Santa Maria, Lompoc, and Vandenberg AFB;

Impacts on the area’s school, hospital, and dental facilities; and
Impacts on the central coast of California.

BN)] qam,ri’u | T B L R ul“ ter vnde Boos L L
March AFB. Public statements were made at the March AFB Scoping Meetmg by representatives of
the City of Moreno Valley; the University of California, Riverside; the Moreno Valley Chamber of
Commerce; and several local organizations and private citizens. All comments were in support of the
relocation of SSD to March AFB with emphasis on the creation of local jobs and the reduction of

commutation. It was also noted that the Riverside area has a large quantity of affordable housing.

The following issues or comments wer2 provided either at the scoping meeting for the proposed

relocation of SSD to March AFB or in written statements received before or after the meeting:

Commuting to work from the Riverside area contributes to air pollution.
Relocation of SSD to March AFB would take pressure off the freeway traffic.

Air travel is much easier from Ontario Airport than from Los Angeles International.

'lih~e vR‘xverslde -San Bernardino standard metropolitan statistical area has a
231,000 job/housing ;eﬁm——»

o The Riverside area has a large quantlty of affordable housing.
4engly m;)\\
Peterson AFB and Falcon AFB. At the or Peterson AFB and Falcon AFB, statements
were made by the Governor of Colorado, representatives of the U.S. and State legislatures,
representatives of the City of Colorado Springs, El Paso County, the University of Colorado, local
associations, and private citizens. All but one of the speakers spoke in favor of the relocation of SSD
to Peterson and Falcon AFBs, emphasizing the growth capacity of housing and services in the local

1-6
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community. Low housing costs, a highly educated work force, and a high quality of life were
described as beneficial to the proposed program.&ne speaker suggested that the relocation of SSE

to Colorado Springs would cause further imbalance in the educational, social, church, and cultural | — 97/ /7~

environments and that closure of Los Angeles AFB without relocation should be considered as an

alternative actionj
1

The following issues or comments were provided either at the scoping meeting for the proposed

relocation of SSD to Peterson AFB/Falcon AFB or in written statements received before or after the

meeting:

® Denver has gone from 26 nonattainment days per year to 3, and Colorado Springs did
not exceed the pollution standards for carbon monoxide at any time during the past
year.

o The area has good transportation-hub features.

° The space industry is the largest single factor in the Colorado economy.

e The average cost of a new home in Colorado is $90,000, and the average monthly rent
for a one-bedroom apartment is $268.

o Of 160,000 dwelling units in Colorado Springs, 22,000 are vacant.

° There is more need for balance in the educational, social, church, and cultural
environments here, not a further addition to the imbalance.

® The area has a depressed wage scale because of the number of military retirees, and

bringing in more defense-related jobs would only add to the problem.

Kirtland Air Force Base. Public statements were made at the Scoping Meeting for Kirtland AFB by
State senators and representatives, representatives of U.S. legislators, the Governor’s office, the City
of Albuquerque, the University of New Mexico, local associations, and private citizens. All speakers
spoke in favor of relocating SSD to Kirtland AFB noting that the community could brovide all of the
housing and services required by the program. A good transportation system, an‘1‘ple utilities, a highly
educated work force, low cost of living, available housing, and a rich cultural diversity were

mentioned as positive factors contributing to the SSD relocation.
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The following issues or comments were provided either at the scoping meeting for the proposed

relocation of SSD to Kirtland AFB or in written statements received before or after the meeting:

® Albuquerque has good air quality, with low levels of reactive pollutants, sulfur
dioxide, and easily screened particulates. The area is nonattainment for carbon
monoxide.

® Albuquerque’s infrastructure is adequate to handle the demands imposed upon it by
a relocation.
Albuquerque Airport can handle all growth in air traffic for the next 25 years.
There are ample water supplies in New Mexico.
Albuquerque has updated its waste and refuse facilities and has erected a complete
solid waste system.
The electrical utility service in Albuquerque can accommodate much greater usage.
The median price home in New Mexico sells for $83,000.

Many vacant rental units and homes are available for sale.

1.2.2 Issues Beyond the Scope of this EIS

during-thecomment-periot:. The issues that are beyond the scope of this EIS bv%-be—addressed
- the-ReuseEIS-tctade-the-folewi

?d‘ﬁ osa) o vemse
e Environmental impacts o WMMWMWMMM

i i ic i Fe oval im&%ﬂnm
] Potential socioeconomic impacts are-evaluat ' y

are-interrelated to the physical and natural environment (40-CFR-Part-1508713).

pESE- ]
‘ [ ® The Installation Restoration Program (IRP) is independent of closure or reuse of the
N | base and beyond the scope of either EIS. The IRP is addressed only to the extent that
¢ it is related to the closure actions.
I
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Federal:

Air Force:
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RELEVANT FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL STATUTES, REGULATIONS, OR
GUIDELINES

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA): Requires consideration of environmental
impacts in federal decision-making.

President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations: The agency that
administers the NEPA process.

Endangered Species Act of 1973: Conserves ecosystems for the use of endangered or
threatened species.

National Historic Preservation Act: Protects districts, buildings, sites, and objectives
significant to American History.

Clean Water Act: Reduces water pollution and the discharge of toxic and waste
materials into all waters.

Clean Air Act: Reduces air pollution dangerous to public health, crops, livestock, and
property.

Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs, Executive Order 12372: Provides
opportunity for consultation by state and local governments of federal financial

assistance or direct federal development.

Environmental Impact Analysis Process (EIAP) (Air Force Regulation [AFR] 19-2):
Gives specific procedural requirements for Air Force implementation of the NEPA.
Pollution Abatement and Environmental Quality (AFR 19-1). States policies and
assigns responsibilities for the development of an organized, integrated,
multidisciplinary, environmental protection program to make sure the Air Force, at
all levels of command, conducts its activities in a manner that protects and enhances
environmental quality.

Environmental Pollution Monitoring (AFR 19-7): Sets up environmental pollution

monitoring program for Air Force installations.

1-9
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o Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination of Land, Facility, and Environmental
Plans, Program, and Projects (AFR 19-9). Regulations requiring intergovernmental

and interagency coordination.
® Conservation and Management of Natural Resources (AFR 126-1): This regulation
gives policies, procedures, and functional responsibilities for managing and conserving
soil, water, forest, fish, wildlife, and outdoor recreation resources on Air Force lands.
° Natural Resources Land Management (AFM 126-2): Program for development,
improvement, maintenance, and conservation of the real property of DOD

installations.
G\—B T;X e 17206~ L-L"-‘(“"«.”v \)u;—sev,aﬁ\;.\
State: —

California:

o California Air Pollution Control Laws: Establish air pollution control districts and
plans, defines types of pollution, monitoring and enforcement procedures.

L California Air Pollution Control Regulations: Define air basins and air quality
standards, and sampling procedures for emission data.

o California Environmental Quality Act: Establishes policies and procedures to protect
and preserve the environment.

L California Environmental Quality Regulations: Define process for evaluation of
projects and preparation of environmental impact statements.

[ ] California Hazardous Waste Control Act: Establishes procedures for treatment, storage,
transport, and disposal of hazardous wastes.

L] California Motor Vehicle Emissions Regulations: Establish emission standards for
motor vehicles, testing and certification procedures.

o California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act: Establishes state and regional water

. quality boards, enforcement and implementation processes, compliance procedures

with provisions of Federal Water Pollution Control Act and water reclamation
regulations.

o California Solid Waste Management and Resource Recovery Act of 1972: Regulates
collection, disposal and reclamation of solid waste.

® California Solid Waste Management Regulations: Establish permitting procedures,

storage and disposal methods, and inspection and enforcement.
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Colorado:
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California Water Regulations: Establish standards and procedures to protect stream
systems and associated watersheds.

Colorado Air Quality Control Act: Establishes air quality control commission,
permitting processes, and enforcement procedures.

Colorado Air Pollution Control Regulations: Establish standards for air quality and
various types of air emissions.

Colorado Ambient Air Quality Standards Summaries: Establish standards for ambient
air quality.

Colorado Discharge Permit System Regulations: Establish permitting procedures and
standards for discharge of wastewater.

Colorado Hazardous Waste Act: Establishes permitting and enforcement procedures
for disposal sites.

Colorado Hazardous Waste Management Rules: Define types of hazardous waste and
procedures for transport.

Colorado Water Quality Control Act: Establishes water quality standards and
permitting procedures.

Colorado Water Quality Control Regulations: Establish standards for discharge of
wastewater.

Colorado Water Quality Standards: Establish standards for water quality.

New Mexico Air Quality Control Act; Establishes air quality control board, procedures
for permitting and enforcement.

New Mexico Air Quality Standards and Regulations: Establish air quality standards.
New Mexico Cultural Properties Act of 1969, as amended 1986: Establishes
preservation, protection and evaluation processes for cultural resources.

New Mexico Hazardous Waste Act: Establishes a program to provide safe and adequate
management and disposal of hazardous waste.

New Mexico Hazardous Waste Regulations: Establish standards for hazardous waste
management.
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° New Mexico Solid Waste Management Regulations: Establish procedures for storage,
collection, transport and disposal of solid waste.
) New Mexico Water Quality Act: Establishes water quality control commission and
permitting procedures.
) New Mexico Water Quality Regulations: Establish limits for water contaminants and
processes foi monitoring and reporting.
® New Mexico Water Quality Standards: Establish water quality standards and sampling

methods.

® ~No-loeal-statutes or regulations pertain-to the base closure MW
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION
AND SUMMARY OF IMPACTS
2.1 INTRODUCTION

The perceived reduction in the Soviet military threat has provided the opportunity to consider scaling
down the United States force structure. As a result of this consideration, all areas within the
Department of the Air Force are being studied for their value to the Department of Defense (DOD).
The Headquarters of the Space Systems Division (HQ SSD) at Los Angeles Air Force Base (AFB) is
currently subjected to both efficiency reductions and limited expansion potential. For purposes of

this analysis, SSD-LA is defined as those Space Systems Division units currently located at Los‘/

Angeles AFB.

Los Angeles AFB is an Air Force Systems Command (AFSC) base located in the metropolitan Los
Angeles area within the City of El Segundo. It hosts AFSC’s Space Systems Division (HQ SSD), which
manages the design, development, acquisition, and launch activities of DOD’s space program. Base
operating support is provided by the 6592 Air Base Group to about 25 onbase tenants, which support
SSD and about 40 offstation units/activities in the greater Los Angeles area. Currently, the civilian
and military employees based at Los Angeles AFB are subject to inflated housing costs. Government
employees cannot be adequately compensated to work in the area under existing pay plans. As a
result, the Air Force continues to lose skilled employees to private industry and quality replacement
is extremely difficult. Productivity of the SSD-LA operation is reduced due to lengthy daily
commuting times, which can extend 2 to 4 hours, because of the lack of affordable housing in the
immediate area of Los Angeles AFB. The goal of producing a professional management team for
future space systems development suffers and will continue unless civilian pay is improved (by
locality pay), additional military family housing is provided, a lower-cost location is found, or the

Los Angeles AFB operation is scaled back to fit existing facilities.

The recent disestablishment of the Ballistic Systems Division has placed the management

+ responsibilities for Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM) programs within HQ SSD. As a result,
R
» the Ballistic Missile Organization (BMO), currently located in San Bernardino, California, is

consndered an integral part of SSD operations and is included in the evgluatxon of the relocation of
HQ SSD along with other SSD program offices. For this analysis, BMO off’ ch in San Bernardino will
be identified as SSD-SB. _/

-
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2.2 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION Wik owo Ly

e
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The proposed action is to }ﬁrlose Los Angeles AFB, California, and BMO in San Bernardino and
relocate SSD-LA, SSD-SB, and appropriate supporting units to Vandenberg AFB, California, March
AFB, California; Peterson AFB, Colorado; Falcon AFB, Colorado; and/or Kirtland AFB, New

Mexico; beginning in fiscal year (FY) 1993 with completion by the end of FY 1996. In studying the

TN

impacts of this proposed action, prior to any final decision by the Air Force, the following actions

were analyzed:

e  Total closure of Los Angeles AFB and BMO facilities in San Bernardino. “-’“{/ )
Za e
® Relocation of SSD-LA, SSD-SB, and appropriate supporting units; the Aerospace

Corporation - a Federally Funded Research and Development Center (FFRDC); and
the Systems Engineering Technical Assistance (SETA) contractor to selected Air Force
bases including:

- Vandenberg AFB California;

- March AFB California;

- Peterson/Falcon AFBs, Colorado;

- Kirtland AFB, New Mexico.

® Inactivation of appropriate support units currently at Los Angeles AFB and San
Bernardino that would be duplicative of those already in place at the relocation bases,
including the 6592 Air Base Group and the USAF Clinic; and

® Total closure of all facilities involved in SSD activities including Area A and Area B,
the FFRDC Complex in El Segundo, Lawndale Annex No. 3 in Hawthorne; and
military family housing at Fort MacArthur, Pacific Heights, and Pacific Crest, and
the SSD-5B and SETA facilities in San Bernardino.

For the purpose of this closure and relocation evaluation, four functional groups within SSD have
been identified: the HQ SSD staff function, the Space Launch Systems Program Offices, Satellite

Systems Program Offices, and the ICBM System Program Offices.

The HQ SSD staff function (HQ Staff) is responsible for providing program management support for
all SSD organizations and programs. This includes contracting, personnel management, logistics,

2-2




C I S EE BCL-2
05/21/90

comptroller, acquisition civilengineering, legal, security, communications-computer systems, product
assurance, and safety, among others. The HQ Staff comprises about 300 military and 600 civilians,
requiring approximately 144,000 square feet (sq ft) of office space, of which 35,000 sq ft must be
SCIF/vaulted. The HQ Staff is supported by nearly 3,000 FFRDC employees and about 60 other in-
house contractor personnel, who require over 610,000 sq ft of office space, of which 300,000 sq ft
must be SCIF/vaulted. The Staff requires base operating support of about 75 people.

Space Launch Systems Program Offices (Booster SPOs) are responsible for design, development,
acquisition, test, and launch of assigned space launch and upper stage vehicles, including Expendable |
Launch Vehicles (ELV), the Inertial Upper Stage (IUS), and their associated ground processing and
launch systems. They also manage DOD payload integration and provide principle interface with
NASA for Space Transportation Systems (STS) payload integration and mission support. The Booster
SPOs comprise nearly 300 military and 150 civilians, requiring 72,000 sq ft of office space, and
receive technical support from 325 FFRDC employees and some 40 other contractors who require a
similar amount of office space and 35,000 sq ft of specialized laboratory. Base operating support to

the Booster SPOs is about 50 personnel. S

Satellite System Program Offices (Satellite SPQOs) are responsible for the design, development,
procurement, test, and evaluation of all communications and support satellite systems and projects
assigned to DOD, to ensure timely delivery of operable satellite and space systems to user
organizations, They are also responsible for the direction, management, and integration of research,
development, and testing of assigned programs, as well as for planning, design, development, and
acquisition of command and control systems for FOF satellites and DOD space transportation systems
missions. The Satellite SPOs comprise a little over 1,000 military and about 575 civilians, requiring
over 250,000 sq ft of office space, of which 60,000 sq ft must be SCIf/vaulted, supported by nearly
900 FFRDC employees and about 100 other in-house contractors, requiring an additional 200,000 sq
ft of office space. The Satellite SPOs require about 170 personnel for base operating support.

ICBM System Program Offices (SPOs), currently included in BMO at Norton AFB in San Bernardino,
California, manage programs to acquire ballistic missile systems and subsystems, support equipment
and related hardware; provide for the alteration of missile sites and launch facilities; discharge Air
Force responsibilities as executive agent for designated Air Force, DOD, and international missile
programs; and perform the Advanced Strategic Missile Systems (ASMS) tri-service mission
requirements. These are essentially the acquisition functions performed by BSD, prior to their
realignment under HQ SSD. The ICBM SPOs comprise approximately 550 military and 550 Air Force
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civilians, requiring over 175,000 sq ft of office space which includes approximately 45,000 sq ft of

SCIF/vaulted area, and receive technical support from approximately 1,300 SETA contractor

employees, requiring approximately 260,000 sq ft of office space but sharing the government

SCIF/vaulted areas. Base operating support for the ICBM SPOs is estimated at about 110 personnel.

2.2.1 Personnel Relocation

A summary of current personnel at SSD-LA and SSD-SB is presented in Table 2.2-1. Total relocation

of SSD-LA and SSD-SB would require moving approximately 2,200 military personnel and 7,800

civilian and contractor personnel. About 500 SPO/base support/service contractor positions would

be eliminated with equivalent numbers required at the new location.

Table 2.2-1

Current Personnel
Los Angeles AFB and BMO

Location/

Organization Military Civilian Total

Los Angel FB
SSD-LA 1,598 1,175 2,773
Air Force Tenants 143 206 349
Other Tenants 20 49 69
FFRDC 0 4.075 4,075
SETA Contractor 0 190 190
Other Contractors - 665 665
WAF 224 224
SUBTOTAL: 1,761 6,584 8,345

rnardino-B

SSD-SB 620 530 1,150
SETA Contractor 0 1,300 ,300
SUBTOTAL: 620 1,830 10,795
TOTAL: 2,381 8,414 10,795

Source: Economic Resource Impact Statement, Los Angeles AFB, FY 1989.
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2.2.2 Facilities

Currently, SSD-LA government personnel occupy about 600,000 sq ft of general office space, 90,000
sq f't of vaulted/special compartmented information facility (SCIF) space, and about 40,000 sq ft of
miscellaneous special purpose space. The FFRDC requires a similar amount of general office space,
of which half is SCIF/vaulted space. Specialized laboratory facilities and central computing facilities
which currently exist at Los Angeles AFB would have to be duplicated at any relocation site.

At SSD-SB, government personnel occupy about 157,000 sq ft of general office space and about
104,000 sq ft of special purpose facilities. The SETA contractor occupies about 175,000 sq ft of

additional general office space.

Current facilities at Los Angeles AFB and BMO in San Bernardino are listed in Table 2.2-2.
Table 2.2-2

Current Facilities
Los Angeles AFB and BMO

Location Type Area (ac) Quantity
Government Facilities
Los Angeles AFB
Area A Office 41.45 860,509 sf
Area B Office/Supt 53.70 467,420 sf
Annex 3 Office 13.34 30,000 sf
Fort MacArthur Office/Supt  93.00 113,235 sf
Housing* 404 units
Pacific Crest Housing 22.09 91 units
Pacific Heights Housing 12.68 79 units
SSD-SB
BMO Facilities Office/SP 261,000 sf
Contractor Facilities
FFRDC Office-Own** 44.45 920,291 sf
Office-Lease 32.51 544,608 sf
SETA Office - 175,000 sf
NOTES: * Includes 42 housing units under Army control by 1982 agreement.

* Includes labs and SCIFs
Sp Special Purpose
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These facilities would be closed under the proposed action. Facility requirements for total relocation
of SSD-LA and SSD-SBO activities to selected installations are presented in Table 2.2-3.

Table 2.2-3

SSD Relocation Space Requirements
Proposed Action

Vandenberg AFB March AFB Peterson/Falcon AFB Kirtland AFB

(000 SF)
Administration
Laboratory
‘ SCIF
Other
BOS
MFH

TOTAL SF:

1,550 1,550 1,550 1,550
170 170 170 170
445 445 445 445
310 310 310 310
320 320 320 320

1,735 2,030 955 955

4,530 4,825 3,750 3,160

MFH

23

Notes: SCIF = Special Compartmentalized Information Facility
BOS = Base Operating Support

= Military Family Housing

Average MFH = 1,400 SF

DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERNATIVE ACTION

Alternative actions would involve reduced levels of facility closure and the relocation of a lesser
number of organizational units and personnel. The destinations and schedule for relocation would
remain the same as the proposed action. In studying the impacts of these alternative actions, prior

to any final decision by the Air Force, the following actions were analyzed:

Partial closure of Los Angeles AFB and total closure of BMO facilities in San

Bernardino.

Partial closure of Los Angeles AFB with no change in status for BMO facilities in San

Bernardino.

Total closure of BMO facilities in San Bernardino with no change in status at Los
Angeles AFB,
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) Relocation of appropriate SSD functional units to selected Air Force bases including:
- Vandenberg AFB California;
- March AFB California;
- Peterson AFB, Colorado;
- Falcon AFB, Colorado; and,
- Kirtland AFB, New Mexico.

® Inactivation of appropriate support units currently at Los Angeles AFB and San
Bernardino that would be duplicative of those already in place at the relocation bases,
including the 6592 Air Base Group and the USAF Clinic; and

° Reduced closure of facilities involved in SSD-LA activities including Area A and
Arez B in El Segundo, Lawndale Annex No. 3 in Hawthorne; and military family
housing at Fort MacArthur, Pacific Heights, and Pacific Crest and the SSD-SB

facilities in San Bernardino.

The same four functional groups of the SSD could be included for alternative actions including the
HQ SSD staff function, the Space Launch Systems Program Offices, Satellite Systems Program
Offices, and the ICBM System Program Offices.

2.3.1 Personnel Relocation

Relocation of fewer than all of the SSD-LA and SSD-SB functional units could involve moving fewer
than 1,000 or as many as 7,500, or more military, DOD civilian, and FFRDC and SETA contractor
personnel. Analyzing the many possible combinations of units that could be moved to the various
bases would unnecessarily complicate the EIS and would not produce a better analysis of the
environmental inputs resulting from the moves. To simplify the analysis and focus attention
appropriately on the analysis of impacts, numerical ranges of personnel movements were analyzed.
The high end of these ranges are represented by the numbers (Options I-V) given in Table 2.3-1. For
example, a move of fewer than 1,000 personnel is represented by the number 1,000 and the impacts
described for that range (referred to as Option V), represent the estimated impacts for a move of

1,000 personnel, or fewer, to the given location.
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2.3.2 Facilities

Currently, SSD-LA government personnel occupy about 600,000 sq ft of general office space, 90,000
sq f't of SCIF/vaulted space, and about 40,000 sq f't of miscellaneous special purpose space. Aerospace
Corporation requi.  : similar amount of general office space, of which half is SCIF/vaulted space.
Specialized laboratory facilities and central computing facilities which currently exist at Los Angeles
AFB would have to be duplicated at any relocation site.

At SSD-SB, government personnel occupy about 157,000 sq ft of general office space and about
104,000 square feet of special purpose facilities. The SETA contractor occupies about 175,000 sq ft

of additional general office space.

Facility requirements for partial relocation of SSD activities to Vandenberg AFB, March AFB,
Peterson/Falcon AFBs, and Kirtland AFB are presented in Tables 2.3-2 through 2.3-5.

24 FACILITY SITING OPTIONS

In order to evaluate the potential environmental impacts resulting from the development and
operations of HQ SSD activities at each of the candidate bases, a number of specific site options for
HQ SSD facilities have been identified at each base including Vandenberg AFB, March AFB,
Peterson/Falcon AFBs, and Kirtland AFB. These sites were determined through field investigations
which assessed a number of siting criteria including existing facility availability, site conditions,
accessibility, environmental constraints, and total capacity. At each candidate base, sufficient land
area was identified to accommodate the total relocation of HQ SSD-LA and SSD-SB (10,000
personnel) described by the proposed action, either in a single contiguous area or among several
separate sites. These same sites were also considered for partial relocation of HQ SSD operations
described by the alternative action. A description of the sites selected for each candidate base is

presented in this section.
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Table 2.3-1
Space Systems Division
Personnel Relocation Options
Proposed Action Alternative Actions
Option 1 Option 11 Option III Option IV Option V
TOTAL: 10,000 7,500 5,000 2,500 1,000
Table 2.3-2
SSD Relocation Space Requirements
Vandenberg AFB
Proposed Action Alternative Actions

Option I Option 1I Option III  Option IV Option V
(000 Square Feet)
Administration 1,550 1,160 960 325 185
Laboratory 170 170 0 0 0
SCIF 445 400 89 43 17
Other 310 310 140 67 27
BOS 320 250 120 80 32
MFH 1,735 1,380 900 461 277
TOTAL SF: 4,530 3,670 2,209 976 538
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Table 2.3-3
SSD Relocation Space Requirements
March AFB
Proposed Action Alternative Actions
Option I Option 11 Option III Option IV Option V
(000 Square Feet)

Administration 1,550 1,160 960 325 185
Laboratory 170 170 0 0 0
SCIF 445 400 89 43 17
Other 310 310 140 67 27
BOS 320 240 83 80 32
MFH 2,030 1,615 840 394 237
TOTAL SF: 4,825 3,895 2,112 909 493

Table 2.3-4

SSD Relocation Space Requirements
Peterson/Falcon AFB
Proposed Action Alternative Actions
Option 1 Option 1I Option IIT  Option IV  Option V
(000 Square Feet)

Administration 1,550 1,160 960 325 185
Laboratory 170 170 0 0 0
SCIF 445 400 89 43 17
Other 310 310 140 67 27
BOS 320 150 100 80 32
MFH 955 760 560 217 130
TOTAL SF: 3,750 2,950 1,849 732 391
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Table 2.3-8
SSD Relocation Space Requirements
Kirtland AFB
Proposed Action Alternative Actions
Option 1 Option 11 Option 111 Option IV Option V
(000 Square Feet)
Administration 1,550 1,160 960 325 185
Laboratory 170 170 0 0 0
SCIF 445 400 89 43 17
Other 310 310 140 67 27
BOS 320 90 50 80 32
MFH 365 290 85 83 50
TOTAL SF: 3,160 2,420 1,324 598 311
2.4.1 Vandenberg AFB, California

Two siting alternatives were evaluated for the relocation of HQ SSD operations to Vandenberg AFB
(Figure 2.4.1-1). Site 1, the old hospital site, would accommodate the entire proposed action as well
as partial relocation alternatives. Sites 2A and 2B, in combination, are sufficient for the proposed
action or could be used separately for partial relocation alternatives. In addition, a proposed site for
military family housing has been identified (Figure 2.4.1-2).

24.1.1 Site 1

Site Location & Conditions. Site 1 is bounded by Nebraska and Washington Avenues to the northeast,
South Dakota Road to the northwest, and Alaska Way to the southeast. This site consists of
approximately 105 acres (up to 155 acres if the land up to Ocean View Avenue is included).

The land is generally flat and slopes gently to the southwest. Elevations range from 475 feet mean
sea level (MSL) along Nebraska Avenue to 428 feet MSL along Ocean View Avenue. The site is about
one-third developed, largely with a series of two-story wooden barracks dating back to World War

11 ¢that-are-olassified-as-“tempeorary structures-on-the-Real-Rroperty-Inventory-Detail-bist. There are

a few trees on the site’s periphery. Also along the periphery are three baseball fields.
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FIGURE 2.4.1-1  PROPOSED SITES (SITE 1 AND 2A/B) AT VANDENBERG AFB,
CALIFORNIA 512
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FIGURE 2.4.1-2

PROPOSED MILITARY FAMILY HOUSING SITE AT VANDENBERG AFB,
CALIFORNIA 2-13
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An additional 50 to 70 acres of land, across Washington Avenue and adjacent to Building 12000 and
its parking lot, are available for development for either buildings and/or offstreet parking.

Adjacent Land Uses. Building 12000, the-MX ‘Integrated }esti‘acility, is directly across Washington
Avenue from the site. A sizable unaccompanied housing area is northeast across Nebraska Avenue.
The Vandenberg Community Center, with many Moral, Welfare, and Recreation (MWR) facilities,
is located south-southeast across Alaska Way.

General Accessibility/Direct Access. The main gate is the Santa Maria Gate and provides easy access via
California Boulevard and Oregon Avenue. There is direct access onto the site from both Nebraska
and Washington Avenues, and also from the Pine Canyon Gate via Washington Avenue.
h}% Constraints. The soil on this site has been disturbed, but it is thought to contain no biota
,r ax;d cultural resource material. There are no Installation Restoration Program (IRP) sites in the
Lo uS#muC{?f[ vicinity, and there are no Air Installation Compatibility Use Zone (AICUZ) noise contours that would
l\ limit or preclude development.

——

2.4.1.2 Site 2A

Site Location and Site Conditions. This site encompasses a total of 105 acres, and is bounded by
California Boulevard to the northwest, 13th Street to the southwest, Arizona Avenue to the southeast,
and Washington Avenue to the northeast. Some 50 to 70 acres are available for buildings and/or
offstreet parking across California Avenue between the Western Space and Missile Center (Facilities
7000, 7011, 7015) and the Physical Fitness Facility (9005).

There are several World War II-era wooden dormitory structures on Lompoc Avenue; ;h(s, this site
has been proposed for a minimum security correctional facility. Presently, this area is largely
unoccupied. Several side streets off California Boulevard have been vacated. The Base
Comprehensive Plan calls for this area to be developed as "Administrative Office.”

The site terrain is relatively flat, and ground elevations range mostly from 435 to 450 feet MSL,
except for the contractor trailer area which slopes below 435 feet MSL. There is little vegetation
along California Boulevard.
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Adjacent Land Uses. Base and contractor industrial facilities are located to the southwest and
northwest. Across California Boulevard is the Western Space and Missile Center. Some wooden World
War Il-era structures front on Lompoc Avenue, and the Physical Fitness Center stands at the

intersection of California Boulevard and Washington Avenue.

General Accessibility/Direct Access. The site is bounded by three of Vandenberg AFB's major
thoroughfares: California Boulevard, Washington Avenue, and 13th Street, making it accessible from
the Main Gate and all parts of the main base. Direct access will be primarily from California

Boulevard and Arizona Avenue.

Environmental Constraints. This entire site has been previously disturbed. There are no IRP sites. In
addition, this site is not affected by any AICUZ noise contours that would limit or preclude

development.

24.13 Site 2B

Site Location and Site Conditions. This site includes about 20 acres which comprise Building 8500, its
offstreet parking lot, and adjacent lands along Iceland Avenue. Buildings 3510 and 8505, immediately
southwest of Building 8500, are to remain intact. Building 8500 is available for reuse by HQ SSD.
It has been estimated that this particular building can accommodate approximately 500 people.

Adjacent Land Uses. Building 8500 is surrounded by Buildings 8510 and 8505 to the southeast, the Base
Sanitary Landfill No. 5 to the northeast, Building 8401 to the northwest, and its offstreet parking lot

to the southwest,

General Accessibility/Direct Access. This site is on the western edge of the Vandenberg AFB main base
area. Iceland Avenue, a collector road, provides direct access, and Washington Avenue and 13th
Street feed into Iceland Avenue.

Environmental Constraints. Most of the land adjacent to Building 8500 has been designated as
environmentally constrained. This includes the area immediately to the south of Building 8500. The
Base Sanitary Landfill, utilized from the 1940s to 1978, and Landfill 2 (Oak Canyon), used from 1978
to the present, restricts development to the west and northwest. Base Sanitary Landfill 2 and the
Bionetics Building (8430) constitute an IRP site one block away. IRP Site No. 42, Building 7501, is
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one block away. IRP Site No. 23, Base Sanitary Landfill § is several hundred feet to the northeast
from Building 8500.

Finally, a chemical test laboratory, on Iceland Avenue between Facility 7501 and Facility 6800, may

cause an odor problem in the vicinity.

2.4.1.4 Potential Military Family Housing (MFH) Site

MFH Housing. The proposed action at Vandenberg AFB would require 1,240 units of family housing
on 344 acres. A 350-acre site along Ocean View Drive, north of Washington Avenue and adjacent
Utah Avenue, has been identified as the most appropriate location for the MFH area. The Ocean
View Drive site is close to the base’s community center where community and MWR facilities are
concentrated. This site is largely clear of vegetative cover, except for two parallel treelines extending
almost the entire length of the site.

2.4.2 March AFB, California

Two primary siting alternatives were evaluated for the relocation of HQ SSD operations at March
AFB (Figure 2.4.2-1). Site 1, the Weapons Storage Area (WSA), could accommodate the entire
proposed action as well as partial relocation alternatives. Site 2, the Arnold Heights housing area,
would also be sufficient for both the proposed action and for the partial relocation alternatives. In
addition, a proposed site for MFH has been identified (Figure 2.4.2-1).

24.21 Site 1

Site Location and Site Conditions. This 625-acre area contains a series of ammunition storage bunkers,
many of which are presently inactive. A small demolition range operated on high ground is in the
vicinity, which ranges in elevation from 1,600 feet MSL at its northernmost point to 1,777 feet MSL
on one of its several knolls. About one-half of the total acreage within Site 1 consists of steep slopes
greater than 10 percent. Good views exist to the northeast, north, northwest, west and south of
existing single-family residential developments (much of this relatively new development) and some
remaining citrus groves. Conversely, this site enjoys high visibility from all the surrounding areas,
both offbase and onbase.
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Adjacent Land Uses. Immediately south of this site is the 1,514-acre Orange Crest development, which
includes 4,487 residential units, 52 acres of commercial land, 15 acres of offices, and 207 acres of
industrial land. The 207 acres planned for light industrial development are immediately south of Site
1. This planned community is partially developed, and further development is in progress. To the
northwest and west, at some distance, are a series of single-family residential subdivisions;
immediately west is the Alessandro Heights Specific Plan, which is a planned industrial development.
Due north is largely vacant land, except for a trailer park, a small number of single-family homes
between the base perimeter and Alessandro Avenue, and a water filtration plant of the Metropolitan
Water District of Southern California. Due east is vacant base property, including the northern end

of the Camp Haan area.

General Accessibility/Direct Access. Cactus Avenue is the one paved road providing direct access to this
site. This roadway provides a direct link east to Interstate 215 where an upgraded interchange is
scheduled to be built. Arnold Avenue, which intersects Cactus Avenue west of Interstate 215,
provides access south to the Arnold Heights MFH area, the HQ 5th Air Force, a proposed third-
party-financed MFH area, the Air Force Village retirement community, and the base golf course.

Environmental Constraints. There are several IRP sites onsite: the 53-acre Landfill 5, south of Cactus
Avenue and west of Plummer Road; a Munitions Residue Burial Site (about 4.5 acres) 400 feet

southwest of Sanitary Landfill 5; and a Construction Rubble Burial Site, north of Cactus Avenue.

Quantity-distance explosive safety zones cover a major part of this site; however, with the
construction of three igloos at the proposed remote site west of the main runway and the relocation

of the ammunition to that new site, these limits on development would be removed.

A Kangaroo rat habitat corridor prevents development of approximately 25 percent of the total site;

this leaves some 475 acres potentially available for development.

A 65 day/night equivalent sound level (L) noise contour traverses the middle of this site, and a 70
L4 noise contour skirts the northeast edge of the site. Administrative offices are "conditionally
acceptable” and within 65 to 70 L, noise contours provided certain noise level requirements are met
during design/construction.
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2.4.2.2 Site 2 AN

Site Location and Site Conditions. Site 2 includes the Camp Haan and Arnold Heights housing areas for
a total of approximately 200 acres. Site 2 is bounded by the Interstate 215/railroad corridor to the
east, Van Buren Boulevard/Riverside National Cemetery to the south, vacant land to the west, and

largely vacant land of the Camp Haan area due north.

General Accessibility/Direct Access. Primary access to the site would be via Van Buren Avenue from the
south and via Interstate 215, Cactus Avenue, and Arnold Drive from the north.

Environmental Constraints. There are no IRP sites within the Arnold Heights MFH area. It is possible
that underground storage tanks exist within the Camp Haan area. ars TR vy NPL LDl

All of Sxte 2 falls between the 70 and 80 L, noise contours. In the first case, new development is

,deemed to be "generally unaccept;m in the second case, new development is generally discouraged
/ and should not be undertaken. This will require a reexamination of this particular site to determine
' whether lands farther west extending to Plummer Avenue can be utilized.
ot AECL2 3»4AJI‘A¢$ |
2.4.2.3 Military Family Housing Site

The MFH requirement at March AFB is 1,450 units, which would require approximately 180 acres.
The land area northwest and south of the HQ 5th Air Force facility has been identified as the best
location for this MFH development. This southwest portion of March AFB is emerging as a
predominantly residential area, which includes the Air Force Village retirement community and the
third-party-financed MFH area, which is replacing the Wherry housing there. The adjacent uses are
either single-family residential or citrus orchards that are likely to be developed for residential use.

2.4.3 Peterson/Falcon AFBs, Colorado

Four primary siting alternatives were evaluated for the rel%gas(lon of HQ SSD operations to
Peterson/Falcon AFBs. Site 1 (Figure 2.4.3-1) is located mmedmte*y east of the north-south runway
of the Colorado Springs Municipal Airport and could accommodate the entire proposed action in-a-
<compact-megastructure configuratiom. This area is currently part of the lease area available for base
development. Partial-relocatiom options coutd-be-more-easily-developed-orrthissite—
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Site 2 includes Site 1’s area and adjacent of fbase land east of Marksheffel Road (Figure 2.4.3-2). This
area would accommodate the proposed action and all of the alternative action options. Site 2 is
especially applicable if government facilities are located onbase, with contractor facilities (FFRDC
and SETA) located on private property.

Site 3 would locate all HQ SSD facilities on offbase property east of Marksheffel Road (Figure 2.4.3-
3). This site could be adapted for the proposed action (Option 1), but would probably not be

applicable or necessary for the options of the alternative action.

Site 4 (Figure 2.4.3-4) would locate al' HQ SSD facilities adjacent to Falcon AFB, directly east of its
current boundaries. This site could accommodate the proposed action and all alternative action
options. The distance between Falcon and Peterson AFB services could necessitate the construction
of new base support facilities and the hiring of additional personnel.

- ——

“ Because of the lack of suitable onbase land for military family housing, offbase residential planned-;/ SO

. areas immediately to the east of the base would be the most appropriate sites for MFH development.

—"

2.4.3.1 Site 1

Site Location and Conditions. Site |1 encompasses the entire 122-acre Lease Amendment property and
the northernmost portion of the Lease Option property, about 100 acres. Fheterraimismoderate-with

- = = e T
-0 U 10 4 aANng 4 to 8O alCREU 8.

5 Adjacent Land Uses. Immediately to the west of this site is the north-south runway of the Colorado ,’
‘ Springs Municipal Airport. Immediately south of the Lease Option property is the Colorado Center |
| development (a 4,086-acre, mixed-use project which is to contain 1,133 acres of residential \rEio+r. '€
development at build-out and 1,729 acres of commercial, office, and industrial development). [, |

Immediately to the east of this site and Marksheffel Road is the 21,325-acre Banning-Lewis Ranch
planned new community which extends from Drennan Road on the south to Wooden Road (some 13

¢ miles north) and from Peterson AFB on the west for about 4 miles to the east. Finally to the north

} of this site is vacant rangeland and a dairy farm facility.

1\__.
General Accessibility/Direct Access. Primary access to the site would be via Colorado Highway 94 and
Marksheffel Road. Secondary access to the site would be via Drennan Road once this roadway is
improved. Over the long term, Powers Boulevard, Bradley Road/Marksheffel Road, and the

2-21
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY




Vo Uy
‘\/!9 O/\'g
L)
\ ()k/ \
AW
o
it :
A
[}
3
. S
k\'T
L]
. 4N
wA
p
| AT S IR %
BN ) 'i ”
- X eyt o )
X — -
N

. t ’1‘\ PRI
A ’ ” \ Pid Yoo e FOPUL
L O vy e
N P w’\(\ { P
4 -1 el o
f = ,ﬁm vV
. \ ‘ ISHEES
-
' .

s — o

O . . .
) E; \
. . -~
'. //
. L -~ s
2 . _ AL
. Lo ' V
Y ' : \ /
| 1
‘ (( |
LOS ANGELES AFB
PETERSON AFB | - - - Base Closure/ Relocation EIS

SITE 2 .C_I—-' o=

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
Note: Building layout for demonstration only.

FIGURE 2.4.3-2 PROPOSED SITE 2 AT PETERSON AFB, COLORADO

2-22
(OOPY AVAILABLE TO DTIC DOES NOT PERMIT FULLY LEGIBLE REPRODUCTION

BCPO20

e SNENS SENED 2 SN RSN  Shaes  Saee e S S seas Saas SEas S SEEe Saene 02 Shess meees A




FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY

!"1/{

N ot
]

!

!

|

PETERSON AFB
SITE 3

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
Note: Buiilding iayout for demonstration only.

5»3‘%;

A t??' e

POTENTIAL MFR
Houomg Srre

A oees e
Base Closure/ Relocation EIS

] S

FIGURE 2.4.3-3
2-23

PROPOSED SITE 3 AT PETERSON AFB, COLORADO

8CPO21




ttodog

OdVY010D ‘ddV NOOTVd LV 4LIS dIS0d0O¥d

€% F™UNODIA
*AIUO UO1IRI SUOWRP Oy 4noke| Buyp)ing :94LON
. |
SN $m3onw 50a Q/
// - - , O G [ y
! « . .
\ 1y S8/ 91 W _ €29 . Q
> >
o d
z z
c o)
i w
b4 o
= >
«d -
p- <
0 0
L “
by Ty
o o
-3 c
o o
w “w

N

2-24

OOPY AVAILABLE TO DTIC DOES NOT PERMIT FULLY LEGIBLE REPRODUC1ION




FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY BCL-2
05/21/90

Banning-Lewis Parkway, will provide access to this site assuming that both the Colorado Center and
Banning-Lewis Ranch developments build out.

——

\/—E;zvironmental Constraints. Certain major constraints apply because of the construction of the north-

y

south runway, AICUZ regulations, and required airfield clearances. First, the Clear Zone preempts
certain acreage on the northwest side of the site; secondly, the 1,000 feet lateral clearance from the

landholding is below the L4, 65 noise contours. ~

A

ncor el s shein § veurre
243.2 Site 2

northeast. This private land is part of the Banaing-Eewis-Reneh. The terrain is moderate with slopes
in both the 0 to 4 and 4 to 8 percent categories. The soils present few, if any, constraints on
development.

Adjacent Land Uses. Immediately to the west of this site is the north-south runway of the Colorado
Springs Municipal Airport. Immediately south is the Peterson AFB Lease Option property and the

Colorado Center development. Immediately to the east of this site is the Banning-Lewis Ranch

planned new community.

General Accessibility/Direct Access. Primary access to the site would be via State Route 94, Marksheffel
Road, and via a new access road linking this site with the southern part of the base. Secondary access

to the site will be via Drennan Road once this roadway is improved.

Environmental Constraints. Certain major constraints apply because of the construction of the north-
south runway, AICUZ regulations, and required airfield clearances. First, the Clear Zone preempts

certain acreage on the northwest side of this site; secondly, the 1,000 feet lateral clearance from the

Cn the western half this particular site. | Only the far eastern edge of the Lease Amendment gﬁi’""’”

——

\

i runway centerline preempts the first 250 feet along the western edge of Site 1; and thirdly, ﬁ\e / .
vepAd v
. required 7:1 lateral clearance limits to varying degrees the ability to construct multi-story structures /ﬂ;
i

|

runway centerline preempts the first 250 feet along the western edge of Site 1; and thirdly,‘;ihe/ plrnt v 4

required 7:1 lateral clearance prevents the construction of multi-story structures on the western half
of the Lease Amendment Iandholdingi
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Site Location and Site Conditions. Site 2 encompasses about 210 acres and is located on the northeast half
of the Lease Amendment landholding and on g%ate land directly across Marksheffel Road to the
|
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2.4.3.3 Site 3

Site Location & Site Conditions. This site totals some 175 acres and is located northeast and east of
Marksheffel Road adjacent to the Lease Amendment landholding. The terrain is moderate with
slopes falling in both the 0 to 4 and 4 to 8 percent categories. Elevations onsite range from 6,060 feet
MSL (southwest edge of site) to 6,150 feet MSL (southeast edge of site). The soils present few, if any,

constraints on development.

Adjacent Land Uses. Immediately to the west of this site is the north-south runway of the Colorado
Springs Municipal Airport. Immediately south of the Peterson AFB Lease property is the Colorado
Center development. Immediately to the east of this site is the Banning-Lewis Ranch planned new

community.

General Accessibility/Direct Access. Primary access to the site would be via State Route 94, Marksheffel
Road, and a new access road which would link this site with the southern part of the base. Secondary

access to the site will be via Drennan Road once this road is improved.

Environmental Constraints. Certain major constraints apply because of the construction of the north-
south runway, AICUZ regulations, and required airfield clearances.

2434 Site 4

Site Location and Site Conditions. This site is located on 180 acres immediately to the east of Falcon
AFB, 10 miles east of Peterson AFB, and 2.5 miles south of Colorado Highway 94.

Adjacent Land Users. The land in the vicinity of Falcon AFB is grassland utilized for the cattle grazing.
A significant amount of the total landholding of Falcon AFB itself has been leased for grazing

purposes. The nearest-settlement cluster-is-at-Efticott-to-the-north-and-east-atong-CotoradoHighway
o4

Site Conditions and Site Constraints. The land base in Section 27 is typical grassland and similar to other
rangeland in the general vicinity. There is very limited vegetation on the site.

General Accessibility/Direct Access. This proposed site is reached by way of Colorado Highway 94 which

traverses El Paso County along an east-west alignment. Secondary access is from the south by way

2-26




—-———-————,—'—_—_——-—_—_‘__—_—————/-“4— ——- —— ———

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY BCL-2
05/21/90

of Drennan Road which, although unpaved, is utilized by a significant number of Falcon AFB
employees. Direct assess to the proposed site would be by way of Enoch Road and the entrance road
into Falcon AFB.

P\JO GOI'LS\T/ s Hure s mmd,.u\
Environmental Constraints. The entire-landholding of Falcon AFB waspreviously rangelandandﬁ“uch +on of

has not-been-the-subjectof aniRP-study. Itis assumed-thatthere-are-no-hazardous waste-sites-imthis L‘"%%u.s
general-area.  This particular site is 10 miles east of the Colorado Springs Municipal Airport’s “’“"c .
runway and, therefore, is not affected by the flight operations there or AICUZ noise contours.

2.4.35 Military Family Housing Site

Housing for all of the HQ SSD relocation sites at Peterson/Falcon AFBs would be on 190 acres offbase
and east of Marksheffel Road. This land is within the Banning-Lewis Ranch and has some of the

same attributes as Sites 3 and 4.
2.4.4 Kirtland AFB, New Mexico

Two primary siting alternatives were evaluated for the relocation of HQ SSD operations at Kirtland
AFB, Site 1A (Figure 2.4.4-1) would accommodate a portion of the entire proposed action in
combination with Site 1B (Figure 2.4.4-2) or with an eastward extension of the site into currently
privately-owned vacant land for the proposed action. Alone, this site could accommodate Options
III, IV, and V for partial relocation alternatives with emphasis on the smaller requirements. Site 1B,
the old hospital site and other facilities, could accommodate about 25 percent of the total relocation

requirement in modified existing facilities.

Site 2 (Figure 2.4.4-3), south of the base golf course, could accommodate all or part of the HQ SSD

relocation, but would be-justified, due to its separation from existing utilities and support, only if

major facilities were established.

,.ﬁm”’ —

Military family housing sites could be developed adjacent to existing housing near the Officers’ Club

_J

or in the golf course area.
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2.4.4.1 Site 1A

Site Location and Site Conditions. This site encompasses approximately 113 acres (80 acres is owned by
the Department of Energy {[DOE]) and is bounded on the north by Southern Avenue, on the east by
Eubank Avenue, on the south by certain proposed DOE administrative office developments along the
north side of East G Street, and on the west by the Officers’ Club, Temporary Living
Facilities/Visiting Officers’ Quarters (TLF/V0Q), and 24th/25th Loop and East Capehart MFH areas.

The terrain is flat throughout the site. Because Site 1A is typical rangeland, there is no significant

vegetative cover. The proposed HQ SSD/Aerospace Corporation complex, and related off-street

parking, will be located on this site. But, with the construction of this proposed facility, there will

be little room for future expansion. The-relationshipto-the-Officers>Club-and-the FEF/V-OQfaeilities
o .

Adjacent Land Uses. The Officers’ Club and various TLF/VOQ facilities are located west of the
northern portion of this site, and the 24/25th Loop and East Capehart MFH areas are located west
of the middle and southern portions of this site. The Sandia Labs and the DOE control the real estate
south of East G Street.
Board.-

General Accessibility/Direct Access. Site 1A is fairly accessible via Eubank Avenue. The Gibson Avenue
realignment will traverse the northern edge of this particular site, which will further enhance this
site’s accessibility. Primary and direct access onto this site will be from Eubank Avenue. Secondary
access will be from D Street, 5th Street, and A Street, but these roads do not have MFH units fronting
them.
V\) g eong %’Mf §

Environmental Constraints. This-site has-na AICUZ noise contours that-woeuld-limit-or—prectude
devetopment. - The-65-E5noise-contour falls about-1;800 Teetrsouth-of-this-site.

2.4.4.2 Site 1B
Site Location and Site Conditions. Site 1B is in the middle of the cantonment area. The cantonment area

is all previously disturbed land so no biota or cultural resource materials are found in this vicinity.
The hospital building (Building 20140) contains 168,000 square feet (gross) and 112,000 square feet
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(net). It occupies 15 acres and includes adjacent existing/potential off-street parking areas. Much
of this building is available for reuse; only the clinic, occupying the south wing, will remain.

Immediately southwest of the Gibson Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue intersection are three buildings
(Buildings 20201, 20201, and 20203) available for reuse by HQ SSD. This site is 15 acres and includes
Building 20200, which could potentially be demolished to create an off-street parking site for

relocated employees. However-thatbuilding may be too narrow to lend-itself-to- the required reuse.

Adjacent Land Uses. The chapel is immediately west of the hospital building. Off-street parking lots,
an open field, and Building 20160 are located west of the hospital. South of Gibson Boulevard,
opposite the hospital, are several low-rise office buildings in two clusters around central courtyards.
Southeast of the hospital is the Air Force Operational Testing and Evaluation Center (AFOTEC) and

two satellite buildings, one under construction and one planned.

General Accessibility/Direct Access. Both the hospital and Buildings 20201, 20202, and 20203 (each 15
acres) are highly accessible from the entire installation, being adjacent the intersection of the base’s
two major thoroughfares--Gibson Boulevard (east-west) and Wyoming Boulevard (north-south).
Direct access to the hospital is from both Gibson Boulevard and D Street. The interior offstreet
parking lot for Buildings 20201, 20202, and 20203 can be accessed from both Gibson and F Street.

R R, . , . .
Environmental Constraints. 201, 20202, and 20203 are tocatedimareas

thaf are below the 65 L, 1i0i5e contour; thus-they-would ot de adversety-affected-by prevailing

aircraft noise.
2.4.4.3 Site 2

Site Location and Site Conditions. This is a remote site that is located along Pennsylvania Avenue
approximately 2.5 miles southeast of the south edge of the cantonment and approximately 6,000 feet
northwest of the Manzano Mountain complex. This site encompasses approximately 175 acres of land
immediately adjacent (southeast) to the Tijeras Golf Course, which occupies 210 acres. The terrain
slopes toward the golf course, and the site elevations range from 5,435 feet MSL in the southwest
corner of the site (adjacent the riding stable) to 5,390 feet mean sea level adjacent the 9th hole of the

golf course. Because this site is typical range land, it has no significant vegetation.
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Adjacent Land Uses. Site 2 is bounded on the southwest by Pennsylvania Avenue; on the southeast by
the riding stable; cobalt storage facility, and the radioactive burial facility; and on the northwest by
the Tijeras Arroyo Golf Course. To the northwest lies undeveloped range land.

General Accessibility/Direct Access. Primary access to this site would be Pennsylvania Avenue which is
the southerly extension of Wyoming Boulevard and also by way of Eubank Road extended.

Environmental Constraints. Immediately adjacent the site, to the southeast, is an abandoned sewage

lagoon that was subsequently designated as an IRP site and is scheduled for clean up.

There is a geologic fault line - the Hubble Springs Sandia Fault - which bisects Site 2 and yet another
fault the Tijeras Fault some 1.5-2 miles southeast of this site.

24.44 Military Family Housing

The MFH requirement at Kirkland AFB totals 260 units and approximately 72 acres of land. A
relatively modest amount of vacant land exists within the cantonment - some 21 acres in the 2425th
Loop East Capehart housing area. This would accommadate about 150 MFH units. The DOE
property adjacent the Officers’ Club includes 80 areas and is the preferred site within the cantonment
area for MFH units.

The land adjacent the base golf course (Site 2) has also been proposed as a potential MFH site. While
there is ample acreage in this general vicinity for both the required 260 MFH units (72 acres), there
are also numerous constraints: as a remote site, all the military families would be removed from the

community/MWR facilities in the cantonment area, and there is a fault line running through this site.
28 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

With the no action alternative, Los Angeles AFB and SSD-SB would remain open at its present size

and HQ SSD and Aerospace Corporation remain intact. ]'%wever;msustam aviable operation into

’/the twenty-first century, a continued investment in new office facilities, additional military family

lhousing, refurbishment of existing buildings to meet Air Force standards, infrastructure

\ improvements and increased civilian pay will be required. Facility upgrade requirements to support .

!H this "no action” alternative are presented in Table 2.5-1.

N
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Table 2.5-1

No Action Alternative
Facility Requirements

BCL-2
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Location

Type Existing

New Facilities

Los Angeles AFB

(Government Facilities)

Area A Office 860,509 sf* 134,000 sf
Area B Office/Supt 467,420 sf** 327,469 sf
Annex 3 Office 30,000 sf Sold
Fort MacArthur Office/Supt 113,235 sf 0
Housing 404 units*** 0
Pacific Crest Housing 91 units 0
Pacific Heights Housing 79 units 0
Other Locations Housing 622 units
(FFRDC Facilities)
Aerospace Corp Office-Own 920,291 sf (0)
Office-Lease 554,608 sf (0)
Notes: * - Most to be refurbished
*& . Most to be demolished

*** _  Includes 42 units controlled by the Army under 1982 agreement.

2.6 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

A complete summary of changes to the local community, changes in hazardous materials management

practices, and impacts to the physical environment is provided in the Summary and Table S1. More

detailed discussions are provided in Chapter 4.0, Environmental Consequences.
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

This section includes the environmental setting description for Los Angeles Air Force Base (AFB),
including Headquarters Space Systems Division (HQ SSD) and appropriate supporting units. The
environmental setting description also includes Aerospace Corporation, a Federally Funded Research
and Development Center closely associated with the day- to-day operatlons of Los Angela AFB. This
section also describes the environmental setting for Vandenbefg AFB Cakfeﬂu&, which has been
selected as a possible relocation site for HQ SSD, appropriate supporting units, and Aerospace
Corporation. In addition, the environmental settings for March AFB, California; Peterson AFB and
Falcon AFB, Colorado; and Kirtland AFB, New Mexico are described. These bases are being
considered as alternative locations for the beddown of HQ SSD, appropriate supporting unit